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Guogin Zhao, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s (“1J") order denying his application for asylum and
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withholding of removal. We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We
review adverse credibility findings for substantial evidence, Chebchoub v. INS
257 F.3d 1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001), and we deny the petition for review.

The BIA denied relief on the ground that Zhao was not credible, and the
record does not compel a contrary conclusion. See Chebchoub, 257 F.3d at 1042.
First, Zhao’ s testimony was internally inconsistent regarding his interactions with
police following his release from detention for participating in aprotest. Seeid. at
1043 (explaining that one material inconsistency can be sufficient to support an
adverse credibility determination). Second, Zhao's claim that authorities were
monitoring him and that he furtively departed from China was inconsi stent with
his passport, which indicates he left Chinathrough normal procedures. Finaly,
Zhao failed to mention in his otherwise detailed asylum application, interactions
he had with police after he was released from detention, four or five incidentsin
which Zhao's cell mates beat him up at the urging of police, and Zhao's
subsequent hospital treatment for severeinjuries. Seeid. The BIA adequately
considered Zhao' s explanations regarding these discrepancies. See Wang v. INS
352 F.3d 1250, 1256-57 (9th Cir. 2003) (upholding 1J s determination that
petitioner’ s explanation for inconsistency was unlikely). Accordingly, substantial

evidence supports the adverse credibility determination.



In the absence of credible testimony, Zhao failed to demonstrate eligibility
for asylum or withholding of removal. See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153,
1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



